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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

1. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 
U.S.C. 119 (a) -(d)/ which papers have been placed of record in 
the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in 
this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, 
more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the 
United States. 

3. Claims 1, 3, 5, 8^ 10 and 12 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Johnson (US Patent 
5, 053, 866) . 

Regarding claim 1: Johnson discloses inputting image data 
into an input unit (figure 1(12) and column 4, lines 6-9 of 
Johnson) ; correcting the image data input into the input unit by 
using output-correcting values by a controller (figure 1(22) and 
column 4, lines 10-11 and lines 16-19 of Johnson) to obtain 
color-corrected image data (column 4, lines 11-19 of Johnson) ; 
and printing an image represented by the color-corrected image 
data corrected by the controller by an output unit (figure 1(28) 
and column 4, lines 28-34 of Johnson) . 

Regarding claim 3: Johnson discloses a color correcting 
system (figure 1 of Johnson) comprising an input unit (figure 1 
(12) of Johnson) that receives image data (column 4, lines 6-9 
of Johnson); a controller (figure 1(22) and column 4, lines 10- 
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11 and lines 16-19 of Johnson) storing output-correcting values 
for correcting the image data received by the input unit by 
using the output-correcting values (column A, lines 11-19 of 
Johnson); and an output unit (figure 1(28) of Johnson) that 
prints an image on the basis of the corrected image data 
obtained by correcting the image data by the controller (column 
4, lines 28-34 of Johnson) , 

Regarding claim 5: Johnson discloses that the controller 
changes the output-correcting values in accordance with the 
printing conditions (column 7, lines 29-34 of Johnson) . 

Regarding claim 8: Johnson discloses reading a printed 
image by an input unit (figure 1(20) of Johnson) to obtain image 
data (column 6, lines 3-8 of Johnson) , and modifying the image 
data read by the input unit by a controller (figure 1(22) and 
column 4, lines 10-11 and lines 16-19 of Johnson) by using color 
modification parameters corresponding to a printing system by 
which the printed image was formed (column 6, lines 30-40 of 
Johnson) . 

Regarding claim 10: Johnson discloses a color-correcting 
system (figure 1 of Johnson) comprising an input unit (figure 1 
(20) of Johnson) that reads a printed image to obtain image data 
(column 6, lines 3-8 of Johnson); and a controller (figure 1(22) 
and column 4, lines 10-11 and lines 16-19 of Johnson) that 
modifies the image data provided the input unit by using color 
modification parameters (column 6, lines 30-40 of Johnson) 
corresponding to a printing system by which the printed image 
was formed (column 7, lines 7-18 of Johnson) . 

Regarding claim 12: Johnson discloses an output unit 
(figure 1(28) of Johnson) that prints an image on the basis of 
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the image data modified by the controller (column 4, lines 29-36 
of Johnson) . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

5. Claims 2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson (US Patent 5,053,856) in view of In re 
Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965). 

Regarding claim 2: Johnson discloses printing a test image 
by the output unit on the basis of test image data (column 4, 
lines 28-34 of Johnson) carrying reference color development 
characteristic information (column 5, lines 61-65 of Johnson) ; 
reading the printed test image data by a second input unit 
(figure 1(20) of Johnson) to obtain the image data (column 6, 
lines 3-8 of Johnson) ; calculating the output correcting values 
by the controller on the basis of the differences (column 6, 
lines 30-40 of Johnson) between the color development 
characteristic information included in the test image data read 
by the second input unit and the reference color development 
characteristic information (column 6, lines 9-'16 of Johnson) . 

Johnson teaches that the input unit (figure 1(12) of 
Johnson, recited in claim 1) is a general-purpose digital image 
data source, which may be a system (generally known as a 
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scanner) for converting a hardcopy color image to digital color 
image data signals (column 4, lines 4-9 of Johnson) . Johnson 

does not disclose expressly that said input unit and said second 
input unit are the same input unit. However, In re Larson has 
held that making parts integral is an obvious engineering design 
choice if there is no novel and unexpected result. At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to have said input unit, which in one 
embodiment taught by Johnson is a scanner, and said second input 
unit be the same input unit. In other words, the data source 

(figure 1(12) of Johnson) is a scanner and the scanner (figure 
1(20) of Johnson) is the same scanner. The suggestion for doing 
so would have been that, if a scanner is used as the data 
source, which is an embodiment taught by Johnson (column 4, 
lines 4^9 of Johnson) , then there is no need to provide a second 
scanner. The single scanner can be used as both the data source 
and to read the printed test image. 

Regarding claim 4: Johnson discloses that the controller 
has test image data (column 4, lines 28--34 of Johnson) including 
reference color development characteristic information (column 
5, lines 61-65 of Johnson), a second input unit (figure 1(20) of 
Johnson) reads the test image printed on the bases of the test 
image data by the output unit (column 6, lines 3-8 of Johnson) , 
and the controller calculates output-correcting values on the 
basis of the difference (column 6, lines 30^40 of Johnson) 
between the color development characteristic information 
included in the test image data read by the second input unit 
and the reference color development characteristic information 

(column 6/ lines 9-16 of Johnson) . 
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Johnson teaches that the input unit (figure 1(12) of 
Johnson, recited in claim 1) is a general-purpose digital image 
data source, which may be a system (generally known as a 
scanner) for converting a hardcopy color image to digital color 
image data signals (column 4, lines 4-9 of Johnson) . Johnson 
does not disclose expressly that said input unit and said second 
input unit are the same input unit. However, In re Larson has 
held that making parts integral is an obvious engineering design 
choice if there is no novel and unexpected result. At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary • skill in the art to have said input unit, which in one 
embodiment taught by Johnson is a scanner, and said second input 
unit be the same input unit. In other words, the data source 
(figure 1(12) of Johnson) is a scanner and the scanner (figure 1 
(20) of Johnson) is the same scanner. The suggestion for doing 
so would have been that, if a scanner is used as the data 
source, which is an embodiment taught by Johnson (column 4, 
lines 4-9 of Johnson), then there is no need to provide a second 
scanner. The single scanner can be used as both the data source 
and to read the printed test image. 

6. Claims 6, 9, 11, 14 and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson (US Patent 5,053,866) 
in view of Stokes (US Patent 5,881,209). 

Regarding claim 6: Johnson discloses that said controller 
determines output-correcting values in accordance with printing 
conditions (column 7, lines 29-34 of Johnson) . 

Johnson does not disclose expressly that the controller 
stores a plurality of sets of output-correcting values and 
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selects an appropriate set of output-correcting values in 
accordance with printing conditions. 

Stokes discloses storing a plurality of sets of output- 
correcting values (column A, lines 51-58 of Stokes) and 
selecting an appropriate set of output-correcting values (column 
5, lines 1-9 of Stokes) in accordance with printing conditions 
(column S, lines 26-34 of Stokes) . 

Johnson and Stokes are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely color correction in digital image 
data printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
store and select between a plurality of different output- 
correcting values, as taught by Stokes. The suggestion for 
doing so would have been that there are many available source 
and destination devices that may require calibration so that the 
colors presented for one device or hardcopy are the same as the 
colors output on another device or hardcopy (column 4, lines 34- 
39 of Stokes) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Stokes with Johnson to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 6. 

Regarding claim 9: Johnson does not disclose expressly 
identifying the printing system by which the printed image was 
formed and specifying desired color modification parameters by 
the controller. 

Stokes discloses identifying the printing system by which 
the printed image was formed and specifying desired color 
modification parameters by the controller (column 5, lines 1-9 
of Stokes) . 

Johnson and Stokes are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely color correction in digital image 
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data printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
identify the printer used to make the hardcopy to be color 
corrected and specify the color modifications accordingly, as 
taught by Stokes. The suggestion for doing so would have been 
that there are many available source and destination devices 
that may require calibration so that the colors presented for 
one device or hardcopy are the same as the colors output on 
another device or hardcopy (column 4, lines 34-39 of Stokes) • 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Stokes with 
Johnson to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

Regarding claim 11: Johnson does not disclose expressly 
that the controller stores a plurality of sets of color 
modification parameters respectively corresponding to a 
plurality of printing systems, identifies a printing system by 
which the printed image was formed, and specifies a desired set 
of color modification parameters. 

Stokes discloses storing a plurality of sets of color 
modification parameters respectively corresponding to a 
plurality of printing systems (column 4, lines 51-60 of Stokes), 
identifying a printing system by which the printed image was 
formed (column 5, lines 1-9 of Stokes), and specifying a desired 
set of color modification parameters (column 5, lines 1-9 of 
Stokes) , 

Johnson and Stokes are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely color correction in digital image 
data printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
store a plurality of different output-correcting values and 
select between said plurality of different output-correcting 
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values based on a printer identification, as taught by Stokes. 
The suggestion for doing so would have been that there are many 
available source and destination devices that may require 
calibration so that the colors presented for one device or 
hardcopy are the same as the colors output on another device or 
hardcopy (column 4, lines 34-39 of Stokes) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Stokes with Johnson to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 11. 

Further regarding claim 14 : Stokes discloses that the 
controller identifies the printing system by which the printed 
image was formed on the basis of external data given thereto 
(column 4, lines 56-67 of Stokes) . 

Further regarding claim 16: Stokes discloses that the 
controller identifies a printing system by which the printed 
image was formed on the basis of information provided by an 
information storage medium storing printing systems by which the 
printed images were formed (column 4, lines 56-67 of Stokes) , 

Regarding claim 17: Johnson discloses that the controller 
corrects the image data provided by the input unit by using 
color correction parameters stored therein (column 5, lines 40- 
4 6 of Johnson) . 

7. claims 7 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Johnson (US Patent 5,053,866) in view of 
well-known prior art. 

Regarding claim 7: Johnson discloses that said output unit 
is a printer (column 4, lines 28-34 of Johnson) • 

Johnson does not disclose expressly that said printer is 
specifically a sublimation dye transfer printer. 



Application/Control Number: 10/081,292 
Art Unit: 2624 



Page 10 



Official Notice is taken that sublimation dye transfer 
printers are old, well-- known and expected in the art. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to specifically use a sublimation dye 
transfer printer as the output printer taught by Johnson, The 
suggestion for doing so would have been any kind of digital 
halftone printer can be used in the color correction system 
taught by Johnson (column 4, lines 29-40 of Johnson) . 

Regarding claim 13: Johnson discloses that input unit is a 
scanner (figure 1 (20 ('^scanner") ) and column 6, lines 3-4 of 
Johnson) . 

Johnson does not disclose expressly that said scanner is 
specifically a flat-bed scanner. 

Official Notice is taken that flat-bed scanners are old, 
well-known and expected in the art. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to specifically use a flat-bed scanner as the 
type of scanner. The suggestion for doing so would have been 
that flat-bed scanners can easily read flat hardcopy printouts. 

8. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson (US Patent 5,053,866) in view of 
Stokes (US Patent 5,881,209) and Knox (US Patent 5,734,752). 

Regarding claim 15: Johnson in view of Stokes discloses 
identifying a printing system by which the printed image was 
formed (column 5, lines 1-9 of Stokes), as discussed above in 
the arguments regarding claim 11. 

Johnson in view of Stokes does not disclose expressly that 
said identification is performed on the basis of electronic 
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watermark information included in the image data obtained by 
reading the printed image* 

Knox discloses that the source of a printed document image 
can be identified on the basis of electronic watermark 
information included in the image data obtained by reading the 
printed image (column 1, lines 40-46 of Knox) , 

Johnson in view of Stokes is combinable with Knox because 
they are from similar problem solving areas, namely printing and 
image processing based on the identity of the specific printer 
involved. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to perform the 
identification taught by Stokes using a watermark to provide the 
information as to the source, as taught by Knox. The image 
source according to the teachings of Johnson in view of Stokes 
would be the printer that produces the hardcopy output. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to be provide an 
unobtrusive means for storing the identity of the output printer 
on the hardcopy itself (column 1, lines 11-18 of Knox) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Knox with 
Johnson in view of Stokes to obtain the invention as specified 
in claim 15. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

a. Hanoch Shalit, US Patent 4,939,581, Patented 03 July 
1990, Filed 23 November 1988. 

b. Zhongjie Liang, US Patent 5,579,031, Patented 26 
November 1996, Filed 14 February 1995. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to James A. 
Thompson whose telephone number is 571-272-7441. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8 : 30AM-5 : 00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David K. Moore can be 
reached on 571--272-'7437 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300, 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see' http: //pair-direct .uspto . gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 




James A. Thompson 
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